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(E) improve the tax treatment of bad debt and

interest deductions; and
(3) the legislation described in paragraph (2)

should be adopted by the Congress in conjunc-
tion with any financial modernization legisla-
tion.
SEC. 603. INVESTMENTS IN GOVERNMENT SPON-

SORED ENTERPRISES.
Section 18(s) of the Federal Deposit Insurance

Act (12 U.S.C. 1828(s)) is amended—
(1) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (6); and
(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the follow-

ing:
‘‘(4) CERTAIN INVESTMENTS.—Paragraph (1)

shall not apply with respect to investments law-
fully made before April 11, 1996, by a depository
institution in any Government sponsored enter-
prise.

‘‘(5) STUDENT LOANS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This subsection does not

apply to any arrangement between a Holding
Company (or any subsidiary of the Holding
Company other than the Student Loan Market-
ing Association) and a depository institution, if
the Secretary approves the affiliation and deter-
mines that—

‘‘(i) the wind-down of the Association in ac-
cordance with the requirements of section 440 of
the Higher Education Act of 1965, will not be
adversely affected by the arrangement;

‘‘(ii) the Association will not extend credit to,
or guarantee or provide credit enhancement to
any obligation of, the depository institution;
and

‘‘(iii) the operations of the Association will be
separate from the operations of the depository
institution.

‘‘(B) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—In approving
an affiliation referred to in subparagraph (A),
the Secretary may impose any terms and condi-
tions on such affiliation that the Secretary con-
siders appropriate, including—

‘‘(i) requiring the Association to provide a
binding plan to dissolve before September 30,
2008;

‘‘(ii) imposing additional restrictions on the
issuance of debt obligations by the Association;
or

‘‘(iii) restricting the use of proceeds from the
issuance of such debt.

‘‘(C) ENFORCEMENT.—Terms and conditions
imposed under subparagraph (B) may be en-
forced by the Secretary in accordance with sec-
tion 440 of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

‘‘(D) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph—
‘‘(i) the terms ‘Association’ and ‘Holding Com-

pany’ have the same meanings as in section
440(i) of the Higher Education Act of 1965; and

‘‘(ii) the term ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary
of the Treasury.’’.
SEC. 604. REPEAL OF SAVINGS BANK PROVISIONS

IN THE BANK HOLDING COMPANY
ACT OF 1956.

Section 3(f) of the Bank Holding Company Act
of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1842(f)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(f) [Reserved].’’.

f

FREEDOM FROM RELIGIOUS
PERSECUTION ACT OF 1998

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report H.R. 2431.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 2431) to establish an Office of

Religious Persecution Monitoring, to provide
for the imposition of sanctions against coun-
tries engaged in a pattern of religious perse-
cution, and for other purposes.

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. GRAMM. Would the Senator
yield?

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will
be happy to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I just
simply want to say to my colleague,
Senator SARBANES, and to others who
support this bill, that I am willing, and
have continued to be willing, to sit
down and try to work something out. It
may be that nothing can be worked
out, but I just want to reaffirm my
willingness to sit down with Senator
SARBANES, or any other person, who is
in a position to work anything out—
certainly Senator SARBANES is—and
see if we could find some common
ground. Maybe we cannot. But I just
want to reaffirm my willingness to do
it. I have sat down and discussed this
with Senator DODD. And I am willing
to do it again.

So it may be that there is no way we
can accommodate the different views
we have, but I wanted to reaffirm my
willingness to make an effort again.
Though it may or may not prove fruit-
less, I am willing to do it. And I would
like to work something out because,
save the so-called CRA provisions, I am
for this bill.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I know the
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma
wants to be heard, but I would just like
to pick up on this last point, if I could,
if my colleague from Texas would
yield—

Mr. GRAMM. I do not have the floor.
Mr. DODD. To say to my colleague

from Texas, and others, I didn’t have
the benefit of hearing my friend’s com-
ments from Maryland, but I fervently
hope—it has taken almost 20 years for
us to come to the point where we are
with financial services modernization.
And my colleague from Texas has been
on that committee for a long time, the
distinguished Senator from Maryland
even longer and knows the agony we
have gone through, Mr. President, over
the years of coming close and failing,
for a variety of reasons, to be able to
put through a modernization bill that
would enjoy the kind of support this
bill does.

And here we have the world looking
to us. You have news today of the yen
now having, compared to the dollar in
exchange rates, in the last 48 hours,
dropped to a lower rate than it has in
50 years—50 years. We have a problem
in Brazil of significant magnitude.

It is no secret here that the world
looks to us for a sense of confidence.
And here we are within hours of leav-
ing this session of Congress with a
strong bipartisan bill, led by the Sen-
ator from Maryland, the Senator from
New York, Senator D’AMATO, the chair-
man of the committee, with a 16–2 vote
coming out of that committee, and 88–
11 on a cloture motion.

My colleague from Texas feels
strongly about the CRA provisions, and
I respect that. But I would strongly
argue that there is going to be ample

time for us, whether today or tomor-
row, if we can get it done, but if not
certainly the next Congress to deal
with the CRA provisions.

There may not be another oppor-
tunity that comes along to deal with
this issue, I say to my friend from
Texas. As he knows, we have spent so
many years trying to put together—
here we are on the threshold of doing
something truly significant in this
Congress, and as strongly as people feel
about CRA, we should never allow that
issue here to deprive us the oppor-
tunity to send a message not only here
at home, but abroad that this country,
that this Congress can modernize its fi-
nancial institutions to such a degree
that we send that message of con-
fidence at this critical hour, a message
of confidence.

The Democrats and Republicans have
been able to come together on an issue
that has divided us over the years. So
I fervently hope that we will not allow
that one issue to outweigh the enor-
mous benefits that this bill offers peo-
ple at home and abroad when the world
financial crisis is literally on our door-
step.

So I hope that either something gets
worked out or that those who are for it
would be willing to put aside their feel-
ings on the CRA issue until another
day when there will literally be dozens
of vehicles when that issue can be ad-
dressed. Mr. President, I tell you
today, there will not be the dozens of
vehicles available to us to do what we
on the Banking Committee were able
to present to all of our colleagues here
for the first time in more than two dec-
ades, some would argue more than
three decades. So the opportunity is
here. I just hope we do not miss this.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Mr. NICKLES. I had the floor, and I
think time is running. And we want to
get back to our bill. I appreciate the
comments that were made by the Sen-
ator from Texas, the Senator from Con-
necticut. And I echo those comments. I
hope we can come to a compromise. I
hope people do not draw the lines too
firm in the sand and not allow us to
make some minor adjustments to save
a bill that is very important.

Mr. GRAMM. At the risk of
overdoing it, could I have 30 seconds?

Mr. NICKLES. I yield to the Senator
30 seconds, but it is my intention to go
back to the Religious Freedom Act.

Mr. GRAMM. It is interesting. I
know what happens in these debates is
we end up talking past each other. But
the Senator’s statement about ‘‘let’s
leave CRA to deal with next year’’ is
precisely my position. The problem is,
the bill has six new CRA provisions. So
if we were leaving CRA to be dealt with
next year, we would have no dispute;
we could debate it next year.

I yield the floor.
Several Senators addressed the

Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. I will yield to my col-

league from Maryland for 1 minute and
then I am going to return to debate on
the Religious Freedom Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair must ask if there is unanimous
consent for the Senator to yield, be-
cause questions have not been asked.
And under the rules the Senator can-
not—

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to
yield to my colleague for a question.

Mr. SARBANES. I simply want to
say to my colleague that I listened
carefully to the distinguished Senator
from Texas and this offer to try to
work this out. The fact of the matter
is, that colleagues have been buzzing
around the Senator from Texas all
week, like bees around a honeypot, al-
though I am not sure describing the
Senator from Texas as a honeypot is
necessarily a very accurate descrip-
tion.

Mr. GRAMM. I like it.
Mr. SARBANES. I think there have

been very reasonable efforts to reach
an accommodation. They have not
really gotten anywhere. If the Senator
intends, in the name of accommoda-
tion, to make very substantial and sub-
stantive changes, then obviously a lot
of people are going to have great dif-
ficulty with that. We have worked
through this issue, and we reached an
overwhelming consensus about it. And
it seems to me that the effort now to
sort of significantly rewrite these pro-
visions is just not going to happen.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am
going to return to debate. And I ask
unanimous consent that the hour and
40 minutes that intervened since my
previous comments and the time allot-
ted in the discussions and the quorum
calls be outside the debate on the en-
tire debate that we have on the reli-
gious freedom issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I was
running through the potential sanc-
tions, sanctions that would only apply
for countries that were guilty of par-
ticularly severe violations of religious
freedom. And particularly severe viola-
tions of religious freedom under our
bill means: ‘‘Systematic, ongoing,
egregious violations of religious free-
dom, including violations such as tor-
ture, cruel, inhuman, degrading treat-
ment or punishment, prolonged deten-
tion without charges, causing the dis-
appearance of persons by the abduction
or clandestine detention of those per-
sons, and other flagrant denials of the
right to life, liberty or the security of
persons.’’

And so, Mr. President, we define
that. That is really bad the actors. In
those cases, our bill says that we would
have economic sanctions. I was just
discussing those. That would include
the withdrawal, limitation or suspen-
sion of development assistance. It says
‘‘limitation.’’ It didn’t say ‘‘automati-

cally all of it be limited, but at least
some withdrawal or some limitation.

It gives the President the flexibil-
ity—a whole range of options. Also it
would direct the director of OPEC or
TDA or EXIM not to approve guaran-
tees, extensions or credits to the gov-
ernments involving gross violations to
religious freedom.

It also would have a sanction that
would allow the withdrawal, limitation
or suspension of security assistance.
Again, it could be suspension. It could
be limitation.

Also, another option would be in-
structing U.S. directors of inter-
national financial institutions to vote
against loans to governments involving
gross violations of religious freedom.

Another sanction option would be to
prohibit the licenses or authority to
export goods or technology to govern-
ments determined to be responsible for
such persecution involving gross viola-
tions of religious freedom; another pro-
hibiting any U.S. financial institution
from providing credits totaling more
than $10 million in any year to govern-
ments involving gross violation as to
religious freedom; and one final one
prohibiting the U.S. Government from
procuring goods or services from for-
eign governments involved in gross vio-
lations.

We have given the President a mul-
titude of options, a range, which could
reduce economic assistance or eco-
nomic loans to those countries. Also, I
might mention, we give the President
the option to waive these sanctions. We
have modified that to accommodate
some of the concerns that some of our
people have. The sanctions can be
waived to further the purposes of the
act.

If persons involved—maybe the com-
mission that studied this, maybe it is
the Ambassador, maybe the State De-
partment—said, ‘‘Wait a minute, some
of these sanctions might do more harm
than good,’’ the sanctions could be
waived. It might result in greater per-
secution of individual beliefs by some
governments. Our Government would
have the option to waive these sanc-
tions. Or we modify it to include that
the sanctions could be waived for na-
tional security interests. We modified
that to say ‘‘for important national in-
terests’’ the sanctions could be waived.

We have in this bill an ambassador-
at-large for international religious
freedom; we have a commission of
high-level people appointed by Con-
gress and by the President to study and
to make recommendations to the Con-
gress and to the President, the Com-
mission on International Religious Lib-
erty, to make recommendations on
what can be done to promote religious
liberty worldwide; and we have given
some tools and options to encourage
positive behavior, positive efforts as
well as some punitive efforts to try to
modify behavior.

Our purpose in this bill is not to pun-
ish any country. Our purpose is to mod-
ify behavior to improve religious lib-

erty worldwide. We don’t want to be
picking up the paper as we did earlier
this year when the New York Times,
for example, on May 11, had an article
that said a Pakistani Catholic cleric
was buried. It said a Roman Catholic
bishop committed suicide last week ap-
parently to protest religious discrimi-
nation. Religious discrimination and
persecution must be pretty severe if a
bishop would commit suicide to protest
the degree of persecution.

Other people have talked about
Christians being sold into slavery in
Sudan, or other countries where Chris-
tians, Jews, or other individuals were
placed in prison merely for practicing
their faith.

I want to thank again my colleagues
who worked with me on this legisla-
tion. I mentioned Senator SPECTER ear-
lier. I mentioned Senator LIEBERMAN
who has worked with me in countless
meetings for hours trying to work out
this legislation. Senator COATS from
Indiana is on the floor and will be
called upon momentarily. No one has
worked harder. I told him some time
ago I feel that he is one of the best
Senators I have had the opportunity to
work with, and I mean that in all sin-
cerity. He is a person with very strong
religious beliefs and convictions, and
his efforts to see this bill pass to make
sure that we improve religious liberty
worldwide are very much recognized,
very much appreciated by this Senator,
and I think by all Senators. I also
would like to thank my colleagues,
Senator BIDEN and Senator FEINSTEIN,
who have also worked with us in put-
ting this legislation together.

I want to thank a couple of other
people who have also worked in this ef-
fort. Steve Moffitt of my staff put in a
lot of energy and a lot of the effort.
John Hanford has put in years trying
to enact measures to protect people
who have been persecuted worldwide
for religious beliefs. Also, on Senator
LIEBERMAN’s staff, Cecile Shea has
worked countless hours on this. I
thank them for their efforts.

I see my colleague from Indiana is on
the floor. I am happy to yield him such
time as he desires on this legislation.

How much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma has 41 minutes 49
seconds.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield my colleague
as much time as he desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, first of
all, I begin by thanking my colleague
and my friend from Oklahoma, Senator
NICKLES, for his friendship over the
years as a Member of the Congress, in
the last 10 years as a Member of the
Senate, for his tireless work on a num-
ber of important issues facing this
country, and for his willingness to take
on this issue, as difficult as the nego-
tiations have been, to persevere, to
bring it to this particular point. Sen-
ator NICKLES has provided effective
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leadership and perseverance in resolv-
ing what I think is one of the most im-
portant issues that this Senate will be
dealing with in this session of Con-
gress.

There are many others and I will
mention some of those names at a later
point.

The United States, which we are
privileged and pleased to be citizens of,
has long been considered a pillar of
freedom around the world. Our Nation
was founded by individuals fleeing per-
secution and discrimination through-
out Europe. The founding documents of
our country enshrine the value and
principle of religious freedom. The very
first clause of the first amendment
guarantees each of us the right of free
exercise of religion and prohibits our
Government from dictating or estab-
lishing how we will worship and what
we will believe.

Freedom of religion is enshrined in
our founding documents because free-
dom of religion is a basic human right.
In our country, this freedom is ac-
knowledged as a right endowed not by
man, not by those who wrote those doc-
uments, but by our Creator. Therefore,
they are unalienable and cannot be re-
moved.

Religious freedom is also recognized
in the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights adopted by the United Nations
in 1948. That declaration guarantees
freedom of religion, including the free-
dom to choose one’s own religious be-
lief, to worship, to observe and practice
one’s belief individually or corporately.
The freedom to practice one’s religion
without fear of outside intervention is
the most fundamental liberty that any
human being can possess.

We have a history as a country of
concern not only for our own religious
freedom but also for religious freedom
in other countries. We want to stand as
a beacon for religious freedom because
we believe it goes to the most basic and
most essential of all human freedoms
and all human rights.

The cold war brought considerable
national attention to the plight of So-
viet Jews who faced extreme religious
intolerance and persecution. United
States concerns ultimately translated
into national policy, including the en-
actment of the Jackson-Vanik law
which tied trade with the Soviet Union
and other Communist nations to their
allowing Jews to emigrate—just one
example of how this Nation has trans-
lated into policy these basic fundamen-
tal beliefs.

By contrast, there has been little
focus lately, unfortunately, on some of
the increasing persecution of Chris-
tians and some of the horrific persecu-
tion of Christians and other peoples of
faith around the world. As a nation, we
have assumed a responsibility, a moral
imperative, to raise the basic human
rights issues, the basic examples of per-
secution, to use the tools available to
us to motivate change toward these in-
dividuals in various countries around
the world practicing various faiths. In-

dividuals are persecuted for that belief
and that practice.

It is evident that many people—not
just Christians, but several faiths—suf-
fer because of their faith. The form
that these attacks take can be every-
thing from discrimination in employ-
ment, denial of participation in the po-
litical process, denial of common
rights of citizenship. But these attacks
can also take the form of extreme
physical harm, torture, imprisonment,
slavery, and even death. A fact of our
time, the fact of the history of man-
kind, is that people have been per-
secuted and are being persecuted for
their religious belief and for their
faith. There are abuses in many places
around the world of people persecuted
simply because of what they believe.

Paul Marshall, in his book, ‘‘Their
Blood Cries Out,’’ effectively chron-
icles where persecution is occurring. In
great detail, he presents a comprehen-
sive view of this problem throughout
the world. His exhaustive survey sim-
ply cannot be ignored. It is a powerful
and persuasive analysis which ulti-
mately begs the question: What will we
do? How will we respond? Will we re-
spond? Is there action that we can
take?

He talks about offenses in countries
around the world—these have been doc-
umented—in Sudan, Pakistan, Viet-
nam, Cuba, Iran, Saudi Arabia, China,
and others.

In the Sudan, possibly the worst of
the offenders, it is not just Christians
who have faced persecution, but Mus-
lims and Animists, who have opposed
the repressive tactics of the Islamic
military regime which took power in
1989. Many Arab Muslims from the
north have been arrested, imprisoned,
tortured and killed. Christians driven
from their homelands to government-
controlled areas of the country are
forced to renounce their faith in order
to receive basic food. Others, including
black Africans, are forced to convert to
Islam and are even enslaved. All told,
1.5 million people have been killed by
this totalitarian regime and another 5
million have been displaced from their
homes.

In Pakistan, Paul Marshall describes
the problem not as one of state-di-
rected intolerance, but as one due to
the growth of militant Islamic forces
attacking Christians. Christian Paki-
stanis often become the victims of
murder. The blasphemy law, passed in
1986, requires death sentences to any
who blasphemes against the Prophet
Mohammed or the Qu’ran. This law has
given way to a wave of terror against
Christians and other religious minori-
ties.

Buddhist and Christians in Vietnam
are subject to arrest and harassment if
they are not part of the officially rec-
ognized churches. As in China, govern-
ment control over religion seems due
to fear of loss of control over the peo-
ple. Paul Marshall writes that ‘‘priests
and pastors are assaulted, harassed,
fined, sentenced to re-education camps

and imprisoned. Many die in prison,
some of them after torture.’’

In Cuba as well, the government at-
tempts to rigidly control religion.
Churches cannot run schools or use
mass communications. They are pro-
hibited from performing missionary
work and the distribution of religious
material is controlled. There has, how-
ever, been tremendous growth in
churches in Cuba, primarily in the
form of house churches. The Cuban
Government has also sought to restrict
religion by imposing a ban on the sale
of paper, ink, typewriters, computers
and other printing device to any reli-
gious organization.

In Iran, those who believe in the
Baha’i faith are forcibly repressed by
the Iranian Government. They are de-
nied the right to assemble and elect
their religious officials, their property
is confiscated and they are denied basic
civil and legal rights. More than 200
Baha’is have been killed in Iran since
1989. Christians and Jews likewise face
persecution in Iran, including discrimi-
nation, imprisonment, and death. One
Christian human rights groups de-
scribes the treatment of Christians and
Jews as ‘‘Religious apartheid.’’

In Saudi Arabia, only the practice of
the Sunni form of Islam is permitted.
No public expression of Christianity is
allowed. Those found with Bibles or
crosses can be tortured and arrested.
The Saudi Government even went so
far as to demand that a Christian
group meeting in the American Con-
sulate be disbanded. Unfortunately, our
Consulate obliged them by closing wor-
ship service, this in an American Em-
bassy.

In China, the Christian home church-
es are flourishing despite the Com-
munist government moves to strictly
control churches. I trust we are famil-
iar with the accounts of thousands of
Catholic and Protestant Chinese who
have been imprisoned for worshiping,
preaching and distributing Bibles.

This is but a handful of examples of
where intolerance occurs around the
world. Clearly, we cannot hold each na-
tion and people to the same standard
we have in the United States. But nei-
ther can we ignore the dramatic, rep-
rehensible, and documented accounts
of what is happening.

Yet it is clear we cannot oversimplify
the problem of religious intolerance in
these and other countries. While perse-
cution in some countries is the direct
result of official government policy, in
others, persecution is undertaken by
groups and individuals, with no at-
tempt by the governing officials to in-
tervene. Further, while some religious
persecution is simply part of an overall
repressive regime eager to control the
lives of the people, other persecution is
specifically targeted at religious free-
doms.

In addition, the promotion of human
rights, including religious freedom, is
only one interest of the United States
in conducting foreign policy. We also
must promote strong relations with
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countries vital to our national security
and pursue policies designed to pro-
mote our economic interests.

Yet as a Nation, especially a Nation
with our heritage, we cannot close our
eyes to real abuses and persecutions
taking place. We cannot stand idly by,
complacent, apathetic, pretending to
be ignorant. Because we are not igno-
rant. We must act wisely, but we must
act. We need a comprehensive policy
which draws greater attention to spe-
cific problems and works to change be-
havior. We must have a balance, al-
ways keeping in mind the plight of in-
dividuals and the role the United
States can play in changing the behav-
ior of other governments. Religious lib-
erty has been our gift from the found-
ers of this country; it is also our re-
sponsibility, and our torch to bear.

The Secretary of State’s Advisory
Committee on Religious Freedom
Abroad issued an interim report in
January 1998. That report described our
policy goals in this way:

The aim of U.S. foreign policy in this area
should be to influence governments, with
both positive and negative inducements and
through public and private diplomacy, to
live up to international standards of reli-
gious freedom.

This legislation can, first of all, alert
us to the situations as they exist
around the world, and then provide us
a road map in terms of how we can
most effectively address them.

The bill before us, introduced by Sen-
ators NICKEL, SPECTER and LIEBERMAN,
is designed to promote and elevate reli-
gious freedom in our Nation’s conduct
of foreign policy. My friends on the
House side, led by Congressman FRANK
WOLF of Virginia, have been tireless in
pressing for this issue. I would like to
take a moment to give credit to Con-
gressman WOLF who has, without a
doubt, been the most persistent and re-
lentless advocate of our taking action
to address the problem of religious
freedom, together with CHRIS SMITH,
and others in the House of Representa-
tives. They have provided the impetus
for this action and they have, through
persuasion and education of Members
of the House, alerted them to the prob-
lem that exists and achieved a very sig-
nificant vote in favor of what was then
the Wolf-Specter bill. That bill has
passed the House of Representatives
and now, in the waning hours of the
105th Congress, the Senate, after ex-
haustive negotiations, after a process
that has gone on for an extraordinary
amount of time, finds itself at this
place.

Mr. President, a great number of peo-
ple deserve credit for this work, includ-
ing John Hanford of Senator LUGAR’s
staff, Steve Moffitt, and my own very
able legislative assistant, Pam Sellars,
and others on Senator NICKLES’ staff
and Senator LIEBERMAN’s staff, have
worked tirelessly to fashion legislation
that will survive the myriad of proce-
dural processes that we have to go
through here in order to bring a bill to
the floor, particularly in the waning

hours. A great deal of effort and work
has been put into making this a re-
ality. I am so pleased that we stand
here this evening on the verge of pas-
sage of what I think is an extraor-
dinarily important piece of legislation.

This presents a viable policy to
strengthen religious freedoms abroad.
The bill is balanced in its approach, it
is comprehensive in its treatment, and
it enables our Nation to custom-tailor
our response to religious persecution in
other lands. It puts in place measures
which institutionalize our Nation’s his-
toric principles and religious liberty in
our relations with other nations.

We establish an ambassador for inter-
national religious freedom to help the
State Department in assessing nations
which engage or tolerate religious per-
secution and to help promote religious
freedom. We set up a process to ensure
that the State Department is ade-
quately focusing on religious freedom
issues by requiring them to report to
the Congress. Each year, State will
issue a country-wide assessment of re-
ligious freedom abroad with specific
summaries of which countries are im-
proving their records and in what ways
our Government is actively engaging
to change behavior that is not accept-
able.

Most important, this bill establishes
an independent commission of experts,
appointed by the White House, the
House of Representatives, and the Sen-
ate, to monitor religious freedom on an
ongoing basis and to make rec-
ommendations to Congress on actions
the U.S. can take in countries when
persecution occurs. This is important
because this is information that we
need. We no longer will be able to sim-
ply consign religious persecution and
religious freedom to some clip we
might read in the paper, or to some re-
port that might come across our desk.
We will have a commission constituted
of reputable individuals, knowledge-
able individuals, who will be able to
present to us, on an annual basis, a de-
tailed report of exactly what we are
facing around the world. That can be
the basis for this Congress and that can
be the basis for the State Department
and the administration—whichever ad-
ministration is in power—to take sig-
nificant action and specific action to
address these problems. I think that is
the most important part of this bill
and the one that will provide the impe-
tus for our taking effective action.

There are a number of other provi-
sions, and Senator NICKLES has laid
some of them out—and others will dis-
cuss those—each of which is important
to the success of this legislation.

On May 14, 1998, the House passed
Congressman WOLF’s legislation—the
Freedom From Religious Persecution
Act—by an overwhelming margin of
375–41. Again, I commend my colleague,
FRANK WOLF, for his leadership on this
issue. His efforts, along with a number
of others, have brought recognition of
the plight of people of faith throughout
the world to our attention.

It is now time for us to act. It is time
for us to establish an effective foreign
policy which can respond to religious
persecution that we find around the
world and which seeks to change the
behavior of those responsible. I trust
that the Senate will follow what the
House has done and demonstrate a
strong, if not unanimous, vote for this
bill.

Mr. President, in closing, I want to
quote from the Statement of Con-
science, issued by the National Evan-
gelical Association on January 23, 1996:

Religious liberty is not a privilege to be
granted or denied by an all-powerful state,
but a God-given human right. Indeed, reli-
gious liberty is the bedrock principle that
animates our Republic and defines us as a
people. We must share our love of religious
liberty with other peoples, who in the eyes of
God are our neighbors. Hence, it is our re-
sponsibility and that of the Government that
represents us, to do everything we can to se-
cure the blessing of religious liberty to all
those suffering from religious persecution.

Mr. President, we in this country
cannot begin to comprehend what peo-
ple of faith in other nations have had
to endure. They have had to put their
health, their wealth, their family, their
fortunes, and their very lives on the
line. Many lives have been sacrificed in
the name of religious expression, reli-
gious belief. The persecution, which
takes place in many countries around
this world, is almost too horrible to de-
scribe. As a Nation, as a people who
have been so blessed with the freedom
of religious belief, the least we can do
is to hold ourselves out as an example
and model to many nations around the
world, but, more importantly, dem-
onstrate through our policy that this
violent human rights issue is an issue
that cannot be ignored, sacrificed to
trade, sacrificed to diplomatic rela-
tions, or to anything.

The basic human right, endowed by
our Creator, for freedom of worship,
freedom of belief, is something that the
world desperately needs, something
that we can promote. This legislation
is designed to do that. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill. I cannot
emphasize enough my deep conviction
that we must act swiftly on this issue
on which our country has, unfortu-
nately, been silent on too long. We are
now acting. We have come to that
point. It is with great joy, I believe, in
our hearts and in the hearts of people
of faith throughout the world that the
Senate will enact this. Our deep hope
and belief is that the President of the
United States will sign it and it will
become the official policy of the United
States.

I yield the floor.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, my col-

league, Senator LIEBERMAN, who will
be managing this bill for the other side
of the aisle, is not present. I yield 10
minutes to my colleague from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, to-
morrow, our Founding Fathers are
going to be proud of us. Tomorrow as
we pass, hopefully, this International
Religious Freedom Act, they will be
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proud of the tradition that we have
carried on, a tradition that finds its
wording above our mantels here in this
hall and says ‘‘In God We Trust,’’ a tra-
dition that finds itself rooted in free-
dom, particularly religious freedom
and religious expression of freedom.
They will be proud that we passed this
act and that we stand—and stand
strong—around the world for religious
freedom, freedom from persecution,
and allow people of conscience to ex-
press their conscience and their desires
as they see them fit before God.

Today, I stand to support the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act which
addresses religious persecution world-
wide. It is a noble and significant effort
to confront an ancient prejudice which
permeates societies and produces deep
suffering.

I fervently hope that this legislation
will be passed for many reasons. This
legislation is an expression of solidar-
ity with embattled minority faith com-
munities worldwide. It supports those
who simply and humbly seek to prac-
tice their religion in peace without
crushing governmental interference. It
supports those who were commanded to
stop worshiping their God and refused.
It supports those who fear for safety
and even life, yet continue against the
odds.

This is a legislative memorial to any-
one who has been unjustly imprisoned
for their faith, especially for the ones
who refused to recant on principle and
remained incarcerated for years, even
decades. This is a memorial to peaceful
believers who presently sit in jails
throughout the world for the crime of
daring to express their love of God. We
put it above our doors in the U.S. Sen-
ate. We have written ‘‘In God We
Trust.’’ Other people around the world
sit in jail for uttering that same
phrase.

This is a memorial to all persecuted
believers who strain towards justice
and freedom, and have no advocates.

I admire this bill particularly be-
cause it addresses the problem of state-
sponsored persecution of peaceful reli-
gious groups. This is the most insidious
form of persecution. How do sincere
people of faith stand against the crush-
ing onslaught of a hostile government?
How does an individual, or a small
faith community, stand against a na-
tional security force? Imagine coun-
tries where entire divisions of the na-
tional police are dedicated to stalking
peaceful people of faith. Now imagine
being the victim of this onslaught
without any defense or advocates,
whatsoever. This is true in communist
nations, in developing nations, in
ultra-nationalist nations. Bottom
line—any individual who dares to stand
alone, to stand against a hostile na-
tional government for their peaceful
faith convictions deserves our advo-
cacy. And this legislation provides
tools for that advocacy.

In his 14th-century epic poem, ‘‘The
Divine Comedy,’’ Dante believes a
place reserved in the Inferno for those

who refused to take a stand on the
great moral issues of the day. I believe
that religious freedom is one of those
great moral issues. It is abundantly
clear that in some parts of the world,
your religious identity is your death-
warrant. This is simply wrong and
should not be. Knowing the generosity
of the American spirit, I believe that
we all agree that religious liberty is
worth our defense, that our nation was
founded on this principle, and that it is
central to the core of our American
character. This legislation powerfully
expresses our national concern for the
sanctity of this fundamental right,
internationally.

Is religious persecution advocacy our
responsibility? It is certainly no less
justified than our support for democ-
racy dissidents in China or for
Sakharov and Soltzenitsyn during the
earlier days of Soviet Russia. There are
striking parallels between both move-
ments. Both, upon principle, refuse to
bow their knee to the crushing dictates
of hostile national governments. I am
compelled by the stark image of a lone
person refusing to recant a precious be-
lief, and consequently incarcerated for
the practice of fundamental rights, in-
cluding free speech, assembly and asso-
ciation.

This occurs routinely in communist
countries and other fundamentalist re-
gimes. There are countless Chinese
Christians who have been incarcerated
for 20 years and more for their faith.
Jail is known as ‘‘Chinese seminary’’
because the government incarcerates
so many people for the crime of ille-
gally sharing their faith. In North
Vietnam, it’s even worse where, rou-
tinely, people of faith are incarcerated
for 10 or 15 years. But the government
does not stop there. Extended family
members are also imprisoned, from
grandparents and parents, to siblings
and children—three generations be-
cause of one religious believer.

If we freedom-loving people do not
stand for this fundamental principle
who will? It is my honor to continue to
advance the elementary notion that
this is an inalienable right, which no
one can dictate, not even a govern-
ment. It is a higher principle, pro-
tected, divine, precious, fundamental,
universal and vastly personal. And it
deserves our protest on shear principle,
so I am grateful for the advocacy tools
provided by this legislation.

Throughout the centuries, many
have fought for religious liberty at
great personal cost. There is a magnifi-
cent cloud of witnesses who look down
upon us, their scars bearing testimony
to their commitment even to death for
religious freedom.

Countless, nameless believers have
engaged in tremendous feats of faith
and self-sacrifice in the name of reli-
gious freedom and conviction. The 6
million Jews of Nazi Europe bear wit-
ness in an unmatched way for the sac-
rifice they made as a people for their
religious identity. There are over 200
million Christian believers worldwide

who presently live in nations which are
so hostile to their faith that they are
in physical jeopardy. The Bahai of
Iran, one of the most devotedly peace-
ful faith communities in the world was
racked in Iran with yet another execu-
tion last month and 15 more Bahai are
sitting on death row presently. The Ti-
betan Buddhists had thousands of mon-
asteries destroyed, their nuns raped,
their Dalai Lama forced into exile,
their religion outlawed. The list is
long, the suffering is great, and the
goodness of their cause resonates
throughout these great halls of free-
dom today.

Religious freedom is a fundamental,
universal right protected by treaties
and constitutions worldwide. I will
continue to stand for this principle as
long as people suffer for it, along with
the many other Members of Congress
who share this conviction. In the face
of crushing persecution, in apparent
defeat, there is a light that continues
to pierce the darkness and it will not
be extinguished. If we stand for any-
thing, let us stand with those whose
courage is a living testimony to the
fundamental freedoms we love so deep-
ly in America. Let us vote ‘‘yes’’ on
this legislation.

I urge my colleagues to do so.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, we would

not be here today were it not for the
tireless efforts of Senator DON NICKLES.
Twenty-eight other Republican and
Democratic Senators who co-sponsored
S. 1868 (which is essentially the pend-
ing substitute amendment) and, for
that matter all Americans, owe Sen-
ator NICKLES and his able staff a debt
of gratitude.

Now then, the pending amendment is
a modification of S. 1868. I am a co-
sponsor of S. 1868, and while I will vote
for the pending compromise language, I
confess that it does not go far enough
for my taste.

To be sure, these compromises were
forced upon the sponsors by a White
House and State Department who
fought us at every step and habitually
moved the goal posts during negotia-
tions. The Clinton Administration may
prefer that we do nothing, but doing
nothing isn’t an option.

As you know, Mr. President, the For-
eign Relations Committee has taken
the lead in several historic steps by the
Senate in recent months to advance
U.S. foreign policy interests—including
passage of a far-reaching State Depart-
ment reorganization and U.N. reform
package and the NATO Expansion
Treaty.

Nevertheless, I believe it is obvious
that neither initiative has stirred the
hearts and souls of the folks back home
in churches and synagogues to the
same degree as the growing persistent
torture and abuse of Christians, Jews
and other religious minorities at the
hands of intolerant foreign govern-
ments.
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Americans are eager for their govern-

ment to help ease the suffering of their
brothers and sisters overseas. They are
not at all satisfied with the inaction
they have gotten to date.

I am sure these people—who are the
backbone of this nation—have no quar-
rel with establishing special commit-
tees, or issuing reports, or having high
level meetings with church groups. But
Americans are looking for concrete ac-
tion from the State Department and
the White House—and certainly, people
persecuted because of their faith in for-
eign lands deserve more than kind
words and gestures.

It is important to emphasize that
this issue, and the growing concern of
Americans, have not fallen on deaf ears
in the Senate. The Foreign Relations
Committee held five hearings on this
issue during the 105th Congress—two
specifically on Senator NICKLES pro-
posal. I especially want to thank Sen-
ators BROWNBACK and ASHCROFT for
using their subcommittees to focus at-
tention on this issue.

I hope every Senator will review the
video tape of Senator ASHCROFT’s mov-
ing hearing on the tragic plight of
Christians in southern Sudan. (These
innocent people have been brutally tor-
tured, sold into slavery and, in some
instances, literally crucified by the
radical Islamic government simply be-
cause of their faith in Christ.)

The point is this: the vote we are
about to take is a test to see whether
Senators finally realize that we, as a
people and a government, must do
more to advance the cause of religious
freedom across the globe.

Finally, Mr. President, it is often
pointed out—and I believe it with all
my heart—that no matter what laws
are enacted, religious intolerance will
never be erased from the earth. I also
believe that the prayers of millions of
Americans and other believers around
the world will accomplish more than
any Act of Congress.

That does not mean we should not
try. I hope the President will join with
us as we attempt to strengthen U.S.
leadership in this area.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is debating the International Reli-
gious Freedom Act of 1998. In its cur-
rent form, this bill is a careful com-
promise that has been months in the
making. I had serious concerns about
earlier versions of this legislation, but
I am a cosponsor of today’s com-
promise.

I am confident that we have crafted
the right balance among different fac-
ets of American foreign policy. Eco-
nomic freedom and individual liberties
are not competitors—they go hand-in-
hand! We want nations that are free,
that respect rights and liberties, and
that have free trade and market econo-
mies.

This is a bill that will focus Ameri-
ca’s attention on the desire to advance
religious freedom around the world
while doing no harm to America’s na-
tional security, diplomatic or eco-

nomic interests abroad. This is a bill
that will give the President flexibility
to craft a complete foreign policy—a
foreign policy that does not elevate one
facet of our foreign relations above all
others.

Religious freedom and tolerance have
always been America’s creed. Freedom
of religion is the first freedom guaran-
teed in our Bill of Rights. No person
anywhere in the world—no Christian,
no Jew, no Hindu, no Muslim, no Bud-
dhist, no Baha’i . . . no one—should
suffer at the hand of the State for wor-
shiping as he or she sees fit. As a bea-
con of liberty and freedom, America
has a moral duty to speak out against
religious persecution around the world
and to defend for people everywhere
the fundamental right of freedom of
worship.

At the same time, this bill recognizes
that America bears a heavy and com-
plicated burden of international leader-
ship. Our relationships with other na-
tions are complex, and our policies
must reflect those complexities. Amer-
ican leadership is essential for inter-
national peace and security, free and
open trade, a stable international econ-
omy and many other vital matters.
Like all leaders, America must balance
competing needs, interests and ideals.

This bill gives the President flexibil-
ity to use the full power of American
engagement to promote religious lib-
erties abroad. America’s strong com-
mercial and diplomatic ties with other
nations remain our most effective le-
verage to alter the behavior of authori-
tarian governments. American engage-
ment abroad acts as a catalyst for
change. The United States government
cannot mandate religious freedom
around the world, but America can lead
the world in spreading respect for reli-
gious beliefs—just as we used the power
of our example and determination to
spread liberty, democracy and eco-
nomic freedom around the globe.

This bill will focus U.S. government
attention on religious persecution. It
will make religious freedom part of
American diplomacy from the training
of foreign service officers to the grant-
ing of visa requests to the use of our
embassy facilities.

This bill also will shine the light of
day on countries, or entities within
countries, that engage in religious per-
secution. It will require annual report-
ing on the state of religious freedom in
every country, as well as annual publi-
cation of all actions the United States
Government is taking around the world
to promote religious liberty.

And, this bill establishes an orderly
procedure for the President to consider
taking targeted, calibrated actions
against the most severe violators of re-
ligious liberty.

This compromise gives the President
the flexibility he needs to conduct a
balanced foreign policy.

The President will have substantial
flexibility to calibrate the most appro-
priate action to help change the behav-
ior of the worst violators of religious

freedom, including broad waiver au-
thority and broad latitude to take ac-
tions other than sanctions.

Congress will not be required to un-
dertake a new series of counter-
productive ‘‘mini-MFN’’ or ‘‘mini-drug
decertification’’ debates about reli-
gious persecution around the world.

The Commission on International Re-
ligious Freedom established by the bill
will make recommendations but will
have no official role in shaping U.S.
foreign policy.

And the President will have substan-
tial flexibility in deciding when and
how to identify countries that will be
subject to action under this bill. There
will be no diplomatically damaging
‘‘list’’ of countries that violate reli-
gious freedoms.

Mr. President, this is not a perfect
bill. But it is a good bill. Congress can-
not, by passing a law, put an end to re-
ligious persecution outside our borders.
But we can ensure that America speaks
out with one voice, with a strong voice,
to make clear that we will not stand
idle while people suffer because of their
faith.

This bill will amplify America’s voice
for freedom. It will strengthen the
President’s ability to craft a complete
foreign policy in which the whole of
America’s national interests is not
held captive to any single dynamic. Se-
curity, economics, diplomacy, trade,
human rights, individual liberties—
these are all part of America’s national
interests around the world. We can, we
must, promote them all—we cannot af-
ford to sacrifice any interest for any
other interest.

When Congress returns next year, we
should continue the effort to expand
American engagement abroad—by pass-
ing fast track trade negotiating au-
thority, by reforming outdated and
counterproductive sanctions regimes,
by reviewing every international insti-
tution in which America participates
to ensure they are relevant to today’s
challenges. And we must strengthen
our military, which is the guarantor of
our foreign policy. American leader-
ship in all those areas is essential if we
are to effectively promote individual
liberties—including religious lib-
erties—around the world.

We should pass this bill. And then
Congress should resist the temptation
to legislate further on this matter in
the months and years ahead, and give
this comprehensive new framework for
religious freedom a chance to work.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, last week,
as many of our friends and colleagues
began the Jewish New Year with the
Yom Kippur day of atonement—in free-
dom and in peace—millions of men and
women elsewhere in the world were suf-
fering for their faith. Mr. President, I
believe that our freedom to pray is not
complete until all people are free to
pray.

I am told of some specific examples
which make me appreciate my freedom
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and move me to come to the floor
today. In Pakistan, a young man faces
a death sentence based on trumped-up
blasphemy charges. In Laos, ten coura-
geous men and women of faith serve
out harsh prison sentences for the
crime of meeting for Bible study, an
act which many of us take part in reg-
ularly. In China, millions of Catholics
and Protestants are forced to worship
in secret, paying the price of prison,
fines, and even torture if they are dis-
covered. Muslims and Tibetan monks
in China suffer a similar fate. In the
Sudan, Christians and animists are
sold into slavery or brutally murdered
by an extremist Muslim government.

These things ought not to be, and I
believe that silence is no longer an op-
tion. We must act, and we must act
wisely. For this reason, I join my col-
league from Oklahoma, Senator NICK-
LES, in introducing S. 1868, the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998.
This bill presents a responsible, flexi-
ble structure for responding to viola-
tions of religious freedom around the
world. It allows for action that is com-
prehensive but calibrated. It requires
consultation with those who best know
the country in order to devise the most
effective policy. It ensures that the ac-
tion we take truly benefits the people
who are suffering. The only option this
bill does not allow is silence.

The International Religious Freedom
Act is not merely a short-term reac-
tion to religious persecution. It has
been carefully researched and crafted
to promote long-term change, not sim-
ply to punish. There are numerous pro-
visions for training our front lines in
human rights policy—Foreign Service
officers, ambassadors and refugee and
asylum personnel. It incorporates reli-
gious freedom into numerous long-term
avenues for change, such as broadcast-
ing, Fulbright exchanges and legal pro-
tections for religious freedom.

This bill has strong support from a
broad base of religious and grassroots
organizations. With my colleague DON
NICKLES, we have listened to all who
desired to contribute, and have worked
with both sides of the aisle to address
areas of concern. This bill is truly a
collaborative product of countless
hours of work among members of the
Congress and the administration.

As Americans, we prize the right to
freedom of religion. Our founding fa-
thers sought to establish, as George
Washington, said, ‘‘effectual barriers
against the horrors of spiritual tyr-
anny, and every species of religious
persecution.’’

We now have an historic opportunity
to act on behalf of millions of religious
believers around the world who cannot
speak for themselves. We have a sol-
emn responsibility to stand by those
suffering for their faith. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for this bill. It is the
right thing to do.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in favor of the bill, as modified,
before us. I cosponsored S. 1868, the
‘‘International Religious Freedom

Act’’, sponsored by the honorable Sen-
ator from Oklahoma because I have be-
come concerned with the trends or con-
tinued policies of religious discrimina-
tion and persecution in certain coun-
tries. I applaud his efforts to work with
all interested parties in forming a con-
sensus bill with 29 cosponsors—one
that even prior opponents can support.
He has been persistent in his efforts to
form a bill that addresses the legiti-
mate concerns of most of the bill’s pre-
vious detractors, including the Admin-
istration. I must also commend the
senior Senator from Pennsylvania for
focusing Congress’ attention on this
important issue.

I feel it is extremely important, as a
nation that firmly believes in the free-
dom of an individual to practice his or
her religious belief, that our foreign
policy reflect and promote this basic
right of individuals. The manner in
which we deal with other nations
should include, but not be exclusive to,
the way these nations honor the reli-
gious liberty of their citizens and visi-
tors. I believe this bill as amended,
strikes a responsible balance between
the national security or economic in-
terests, and the importance America
places in the freedom of religious
thought and practice for all through-
out the world. The goal of promoting
religious liberty in other countries is
entirely consistent with the United
States’ policies of promoting human
rights and democracy throughout the
world.

Many Europeans first settled this
continent for the very reason of gain-
ing freedom of religious thought and
practice. We can look to William Penn
as just one example of an individual in
American history that strove to pro-
mote the rights of individuals to prac-
tice their religion without inter-
ference. His goal was to create a land
of religious toleration—that land was
called Pennsylvania. He even drew up
Pennsylvania’s colonial Constitution,
which included in its first article the
protection of the freedom to worship
according to one’s own conscience. To
this day, America continues to be a
beacon to the world, guaranteeing the
freedom to worship as one desires.

As a nation founded on Judeo-Chris-
tian principles, it especially saddens
me when I learn about the increase in
the persecution of Christian individ-
uals worldwide. However, it is not just
Christians in certain parts of the world
that are being punished simply because
of their beliefs—it is also those who
practice Islam, Judaism, and just
about every other religion or belief.
Our Founding Fathers made it clear in
the Declaration of Independence that
the basic Laws of Nature and of Na-
ture’s God are entitled to all individ-
uals. This guiding document, a unani-
mous Declaration of the thirteen
United States of America, says that:

. . . all Men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights, that among these are
Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness.

The ability to practice ones religious
beliefs without undue government in-
terference is a fundamental right—an
unalienable right. The American
Founders believed in this right so
much that they included the freedom
to exercise one’s religion in the First
Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States of America. The basic
right to the freedom of thought, con-
science and religion has also been de-
clared by many other countries, as evi-
denced by the member signatories of
the Helsinki Accords and the Universal
Declaration on Human Rights and the
International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights.

I believe this legislation will promote
ideals that America stands for—specifi-
cally the freedom of religion—in the
international community. This bill is
especially important because religious
persecution takes many forms and even
seems to be on the rise in some parts of
the world. The bill before us will deal
with countries that disregard the basic
right of individuals to believe as they
choose in a manner that is consistent,
yet flexible—one that allows the Presi-
dent to choose from a variety of meas-
ures to address the injustices of the
violating country. It allows a flexible
response from the Administration,
which recognizes that religious perse-
cution takes many different forms,
with varying degrees of severity. The
bill’s flexibility also recognizes the im-
portance of a foreign policy that can be
both pro-active and reactive to our na-
tional security and economic interests.
The one action in dealing with viola-
tors of religious freedom that would
not be allowed by this bill would be
that of inaction or silence. If we, as de-
fenders of freedom, are silent in mat-
ters so fundamental to our political be-
lief system as religious liberty, then we
are no better than the perpetrators of
this unjust persecution and discrimina-
tion. This bill would help create a con-
sistent U.S. foreign policy with respect
to how we deal with countries that do
not respect individuals’ freedom of
thought and conscience. I urge my col-
leagues to join with me and the 28
other cosponsors to vote in favor of
this bill.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
my colleague from Minnesota 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much,
Mr. President, and I thank Senator
NICKLES also.

Mr. President, I rise to support the
International Religious Freedom Act of
1998. While I continue to have serious
questions about the general concept
that threatening to impose sanctions
on a country considered a ‘‘country of
particular concern’’ will enable us to
make progress toward ending religious
persecution, I have co-sponsored this
legislation, considerable progress has
been made to redraft the legislation in
a far more positive manner. Since it
has significant support, it was impor-
tant to ensure we will pass a version
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that had a better chance to work—not
one that could have been counter-
productive.

The Nickles compromise to the Wolf-
Specter version I believe is far supe-
rior, and has addressed the concerns of
many religious leaders. There was a
fear the original legislation could have
actually harmed believers in other
countries. Let me repeat—those who
served as missionaries and promoters
of religious freedom abroad told me
this legislation could actually have
been counterproductive. In fact, some
of them questioned a government in-
volvement in this debate at all, other
than through normal diplomatic ef-
forts—or, even better than the efforts
of religious leaders and missionaries
themselves, who have been able to
make progress on their own.

Yet, many Washington stakeholders,
supported an approach, to publicly hu-
miliate and punish countries which
meet our definition of ‘‘a country of
particular concern’’ that is engaging in
‘‘particularly severe violations’’ of reli-
gious persecution by publishing a list
of them and imposing automatic sanc-
tions.

Mr. President, I didn’t believe this
approach would work. I didn’t believe
that this was the right way to address
religious persecution. Fortunately,
many religious leaders have stepped
forward, often severely criticized, to
tell us they did not believe the original
approach was the right approach.

Senator HAGEL and I asked the For-
eign Relations Committee to hold a
hearing on the legislation, a hearing
that would allow some of those who be-
lieved the legislation could have been
counterproductive to testify. It is iron-
ic that when we sought changes to the
legislation, again changes suggested by
those who had served abroad, I was
publicly attacked by some individuals
claiming to understand how best to ad-
dress religious persecution. And some
of these individuals, I believe, may
have placed their own personal agendas
ahead of the very people that we,
through this bill and this legislation,
want to help in these countries.

Mr. President, I strongly commend
my colleague, Senator NICKLES, for his
understanding, his patience and his
dedication to work with us on this leg-
islation. I know he made many revi-
sions to the bill which were rec-
ommended by myself and others that
we thought would help change the
focus from an approach that was more
negative to one that was very positive
and had a better opportunity to work.

There is far more emphasis now on
working with countries, working with
them quietly to try to end those viola-
tions of religious freedom, and to work-
ing with our allies in order to try to
reach multilateral solutions rather
than a far less effective unilateral ap-
proach and solution.

The revised Nickles substitute before
us, I think, gives the President more
flexibility regarding how efforts to
achieve religious freedom are reported

and that we talk not only about the
progress that must be made, but also
the progress that has been made. The
report that discusses the progress that
needs to be made is less inflammatory
and it does not link any suggested
sanctions to each country of particular
concern.

The President’s waiver authority has
been also expanded to permit a waiver
if an action, including sanctions, would
be counterproductive. And just this
week the waiver authority has been
further expanded to a national interest
waiver which is significant progress, I
believe, to improve this bill. A waiver
could be communicated to Congress the
same day it is exercised rather than
the earlier notice requirement.

One concern of mine, however, does
still remain, and it relates to the com-
mission which provides its own report
on religious freedom. While the com-
mission should be advisory using, I be-
lieve, detailed employees from the Gov-
ernment, language was added late in
the negotiations that awarded the com-
mission $3 million for each of the 2
years for its own staff. That is a lot of
staff when ‘‘free’’ staff was available.

Now, I agree that the commission
needs some autonomy, but in my judg-
ment this could further politicize the
commission, which would make it less
effective. But I am pleased that Sen-
ator NICKLES added my requirement
that commission members must have
some direct experience abroad in order
to be appointed to the commission. We
must have a commission with members
who have direct knowledge of religious
freedom issues in targeted countries,
those who have been there, those who
know the problems that these people
could face in the form of any kind of
retribution toward any US government
action taken.

I was also pleased that language was
added to track some of Senator
LUGAR’s Sanctions Reform Act in sev-
eral sections of the bill. Those were the
provisions that would require consulta-
tion with interested parties in order to
achieve a multilateral solution as well
as an analysis of whether an action
would achieve the purpose of promot-
ing religious freedom, whether it would
be counterproductive, and what the
cost would be of that action to the rest
of the economy.

Because so many changes were made
to improve this legislation and because
so many wanted to support some kind
of bill, I worked very hard with Sen-
ator NICKLES and others to improve the
bill. I now believe that we must also
exercise our oversight function over
the commission as well as the overall
approach of this legislation in the
years ahead. We must continue to ask
ourselves whether this kind of public
approach really works. We must con-
sider whether we want a commission or
our Government deciding what reli-
gious persecution is, which religions
are we going to help, and which ones
will we ignore, and which countries we
will label a ‘‘country of particular con-

cern,’’ and which will escape that des-
ignation for some foreign policy rea-
son. Where will we draw the line? Will
we factor in every kind of discrimina-
tion against religion, including many
we may have questions about? Will we
be drawn into disputes with other
countries that question why they were
named and not other equally violative
countries?

Mr. President, we will need to mon-
itor its results, and we need to do that
in order to make sure that it accom-
plishes its purpose. There may be some
fine tuning that we need to do to the
bill to improve it to make it work bet-
ter.

This is a dangerous area in which we
are treading. It is full of pitfalls, I be-
lieve, but I think we can overcome
them if we are ready and willing to
have oversight authority. My support
of the revised Nickles bill is based on
that willingness to see how this ap-
proach works, but we must pay atten-
tion to how it is working and to have
the good sense to end it if it is not.

As we exercise our oversight over
this legislation, I ask my colleagues
also to listen to the advice of The Rev-
erend John N. Akers, of the Billy
Graham Evangelistic Association and
Chairman of the East Gates Ministry
International. He has been very helpful
in forwarding concerns of missionaries
serving abroad. Dr. Akers, who also
testified before the Foreign Relations
Committee, requested in a September
28 letter to my office, ‘‘Do all you can
to ensure that the final version will
help religious believers in other coun-
tries and not actually, if unintention-
ally, make their situation worse.’’

Mr. President, this is good advice,
and it shall dictate how I personally
analyze the success or failure of this
legislation.

But tonight I want to urge all my
colleagues to strongly support this as a
beginning. Again, I thank Senator
NICKLES for all the hard work to get us
to this point on this legislation.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank

my colleague from Minnesota for his
leadership on this, for his willingness
to meet with us for hours to work out
some of the concerns that he had, the
latest concern he mentioned being
where some people who are in foreign
countries who are missionaries wanted
to make sure this wouldn’t have a
counterproductive effect. We actually
put in a waiver of any sanction that
could be imposed if the administration
felt like it would be counterproductive
to the goals and purposes of the act.

Again, I thank my colleague, Senator
GRAMS from Minnesota, for his willing-
ness to work with us, to cosponsor this
legislation.

Mr. President, I did not do this at the
beginning of the debate and I should
have. I ask unanimous consent to, in
addition to myself and Senator
LIEBERMAN, have the following Sen-
ators be included as original cospon-
sors of this bill: Senators MACK, KEMP-
THORNE, CRAIG, HUTCHINSON, ENZI,
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HELMS, SESSIONS, FAIRCLOTH, ALLARD,
DEWINE, BROWNBACK, INHOFE, COATS,
COLLINS, HUTCHISON, LOTT, COVERDELL,
AKAKA, ASHCROFT, SANTORUM, BREAUX,
HAGEL, GRAMS, SPECTER, MCCONNELL,
D’AMATO, HOLLINGS, and Senator SMITH
from New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I also
have a list of organizations, religious
organizations that have been support-
ing this bill and endorse this bill. I will
name those for the record: Religious
Liberty Commission of the Southern
Baptist Convention, the National Asso-
ciation of Evangelicals, the Inter-
national Fellowship of Jews and Chris-
tians, the Christian Coalition, the
Anti-Defamation League, the National
Jewish Coalition, the American Jewish
Community, the Catholic Conference,
Evangelical Lutheran Church of Amer-
ica, the Catholic Conference of Major
Superiors of Men’s Institutes, the Jew-
ish Council for Public Affairs, the
Union of American Hebrew Congrega-
tions, the Union of Orthodox Jewish
Congregations of America, the Na-
tional Conference on Soviet Jewry,
United Methodist Church Women’s Di-
vision, American Coptic Association,
Episcopal Church, Advocates Inter-
national, Traditional Values Coalition,
Justice Fellowship, and B’nai B’rith
International.

Mr. President, how much time re-
mains on both sides on the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Oklahoma
has 71⁄2 minutes and the opposition has
75.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, several
colleagues have requested time to
speak. I also know we went a little bit
later than anticipated. Most of the col-
leagues on my side of the aisle have
spoken. I know Senator LIEBERMAN is
returning to the floor momentarily and
wishes to speak. So I reserve the re-
mainder of time on our side and ask
colleagues, if they wish to speak, to
please come to the floor and do so. If
not, we will be happy to accommodate
requests of other colleagues who wish
to speak as in morning business.

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent we, Senator LIEBERMAN and I,
have 5 minutes to speak prior to the
vote tomorrow morning. That will be
at 9:25.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be allowed to
speak as in morning business for up to
10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

SUPPORT OF THE AGRICULTURE
APPROPRIATIONS BILL

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise to-
night to express my grave disappoint-
ment of President Clinton’s decision to
veto the 1998 Agriculture Appropria-
tions conference report, which includes
emergency relief for farmers around
the country, like those farmers in the
Red River Valley area of my home
state of Minnesota, who are struggling
against a combination of devastating
factors.

Inclement weather, low prices, high
market yields generally, and multiple
years of wheat scab disease have con-
verged to produce an atmosphere where
even the best, most competitive farm-
ers in Northwestern Minnesota are suf-
fering.

This, despite the fact that the Mar-
ket Transition Payments in the FAIR
Act have provided our nation’s produc-
ers with a much greater safety net
than the deficiency payments they
would have received under the old pro-
gram—about $7.5 billion more under
the new farm bill than the old.

Yet the President’s actions will delay
this important relief. This bill provides
twice as much assistance as he origi-
nally requested, yet he has now joined
the bidding war, changed his mind and
now jeopardizes this needed assistance
to our farmers.

It is crucial for farmers in Min-
nesota, as well as other states, that the
Agriculture Appropriations bill be
signed by the President and not used as
a pawn in a political debate. The bill
funds all of our agriculture programs
including $675 million to Plains farm-
ers to help offset crop failures, like
those caused by the wheat scab epi-
demic.

It also includes $1.65 billion which is
to be added to the annual market tran-
sition payments—this money will help
to address depressed commodity prices.

The conference report funds $56 bil-
lion to fund needed agriculture pro-
grams. This includes funds for many
crucial tools to help our farmers pro-
mote their commodities at home and
throughout the world.

The bill funds the Farm Service Of-
fices in our states to aid farmers in
making the adjustment to Freedom to
Farm.

It also funds the Foreign Agricul-
tural Service, which promotes U.S. ag-
riculture products abroad. The Service
coordinates CCC Export Credit Guaran-
tee Programs; PL–480; Export Enhance-
ment; and the Market Access Program.

The bill will continue and expand
needed assistance to farmers in the
long term, as well as the short term. It
is a good compromise. I voted for the
conference report although there are
sections that I, like many, oppose, such
as language from an earlier House ver-
sion which would create a backdoor ex-
tension of the Northeast Interstate

Dairy Compact. I raised some strong
objections to this political maneuver-
ing on the Senate floor last week.

It will allow an unjustifiable, rep-
rehensible program to continue for an-
other six months.

While I have deep reservations, this
compromise is one we should continue
to support and one the President
should sign.

Some say this compromise does not
include enough to address the farm cri-
sis. Yet, this conference report pro-
vides over $4.2 billion in farm relief
money. This is money that will be
available immediately to farmers.

This is in addition to the regular
AMTA payments— that is the market-
ing transition support payments which
have provided roughly $17.5 billion to
farmers over the last two years. This is
also in addition to approximately $4
billion that producers will receive in
loan deficiency payments this year.

Both Democrat and Republican plans
were debated thoroughly in Commit-
tee, and the plan before the President
is the one that the Members decided to
support. The concept behind this agree-
ment is that it continues to support
farmers through the transition from
the old failed system of our farm pro-
gram to the new Freedom to Farm leg-
islation, as well as to address needs
created by weather and disease disas-
ters.

It does not attempt to throw another
net of Washington programs over our
farmers.

Despite the partisan grandstanding
you have heard, the plan before us will
provide the transition assistance that
our farmers need. And it will not undo
the Freedom to Farm policy that we
worked so hard to achieve.

Farmers in Minnesota have made it
clear to me that they do not want wel-
fare. The relief plan currently in the
Agriculture Appropriations report
avoids going in that direction. It is a
one-time support package, as opposed
to returning to our failed agriculture
policies of the past. It also avoids the
flaw of lifting the loan caps, a move
that would both exacerbate the current
grain glut and also distort market sig-
nals, encouraging excess production,
which would continue low prices.

It is painfully clear by this point
that the only purpose served by pro-
moting ‘‘lifting the loan caps’’ is one of
grandstanding, and we all know that a
higher loan rate leads both to in-
creased production, larger surpluses
along with lower prices.

This option again was rejected by the
Senate, Senate twice, yet it keeps com-
ing back, rearing its ugly head.

There is simply no justifiable basis
for a Presidential veto of the Agri-
culture Appropriations bill.

As we have heard Chairman COCHRAN
explain here on the floor, it contains a
lot of money for production agri-
culture. So a threatened veto is cer-
tainly not about money—it is about
politics.
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